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OPERATIVE SURGERY, ADAPTED TO THE LIVING AND
DEAD SUBJECT. By C. F. MAUNDER, F.R.C.S.,
Assistant-Surgeon to the London Hospital. Part
ii. London: 1861.

THiS, the second part of Mr. MAUNDER'S work, con-
tains an account of the methods of performing am-
putations and certain special surgical operations.

Chapter I Vells us generally what Amputation is-
its varieties anid modifications.

In Chapter Ir, we find a description of the Ampu-
tations of the Lower Extremity; and in Chapter
III, of those of the Upper Extremity.

Chapter Iv details the Special Operations of Sur-
gery.
The volume contains ninety-three figures, illus-

trating the various operations described in the text.
It will be found of much service to the student of
surgery, containing a very large amount of informa-
tion in a compact space and in a handy form.

SATURDAY, JUNE 1ST, 1861.

THE LANCET AND THE LUNATIC.
WE regret that we have once again to refer to the
case of the unfortunate AMr. Steuart; but we feel
that we should be failing in our duty to the profes-
sion as journalists, having an honourable charge
committed to our care, if we did not, in the name of
morality and truth, protest against the defence set
up for Dr. Winslow by the Lancet in reference to
this case.
Why we take upon ourselves the unpleasant task,

may be explained as follows. The Lancet has long
been, according to its programme, at the head of
medical literary civilisation-the facile princeps in
furthering all that high dignity, honour, and wel-
fare, etc., of which we hear so much when matters
ethico-medical are under its discussion. Moreover,
it has the eye, and the ear, and the mouth, and the
bowels of the public under its especial protection.
It teaches the public what to eat, drink, and think,
in matters medical and matters culinarv; and what
to avoid. It addresses itself strongly, we may say,
to the unscientific outsiders, as well as to the scien-
tific insiders of the profession. The public, we will
suggest, take their estimate of medicine and medical
men (in so far as the medical press is a means for
estimation) from the Lancet; and we need not stop
to say at what a very high estimate said public
generally do take both doctors and their physic.
What, therefore, the Lancet tells the people is a

matter of interest to us all; and we are in duty
bound to enter a protest against its tale, if it lay
down propositions which are contrary to propriety
and fair dealing. We consequently feel ourselves
called upon to protest against the interpretation of
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the law of lunacy, as laid down by the Lancet of
May 18th, in the case of the unfortunate Mr.
Steuart.
A lunatic, says the Lancet, is not a lunatic. This

is the first proposition made by the Lancet, to which
we cannot give assent, and which we consider a mis-
take. The Lancet proves its assertion thus:-

" Mr. Steuart's mind at this time showed nonie of the
ordinary symptoms of insanity. He had no delusions
or lhallucinations, neither wfas there any reason for sup-
posing that his intellect was in the slightest degree im-
paired. His condition wvas that of great nervous dread,
having a morbid fear of the possibility of doing mis-
chief to one of his family."

Hence, for the occasion, the Lancet affirms: that a
man who has the morbid idea firmly impressed on
his mind that he may murder his wife or child, if he
be not put under restraint, has anz intellect in no way
impaired ! Now, what we have to say to this state-
ment of the Lancet is, that if it were written for
the profession's instruction, it smacks very like an
insult ; and, if it were written for the public, very
like something worse than a joke.

Another serious fact is involved in the Lancet's
assertion. What is to be said of the two physi-
cians who consigned this gentleman, by their certi-
ficates, to an asylum ? The Lancet flatly accuses
them, by implication, of perjury. And what is to
be said of Dr. Winslow ? " Dr. Winslow", says the
Lancet, "soon detected that Mr. Steuart was not
insane." And yet, having made this discovery, he
keeps him, a certified lunatic, under his care in an
asylum ! Oh! what a revelation for Lord Shaftes-
bury and Co.!
Now, we should seriously wish to ask the writer of

these lines in the Lancet: Does he really believe that
the morality and the common sense of the profession
are dead ? or does he trust to the belief that the
public only read his words ? Really it is past com-
prehension that any medical journal could have
arrived at such a mental condition as to boldly
assert that a man who has a morbid itching for
cutting his own or other people's throats is not a
lunatic. Why, is not the very fact of a man's
voluntarily seeking restraint from the impulse of his
own actions-the fact of his entering an asylum-
proof enough of his insane state ?
We have no wish to throw blame on the managers

of the lunatic asylum in which Mr. Steuart took
refuge; but it is not our fault if Dr. Winslow have
such indiscreet friends. And we must assert, the
Lancet notwithstanding-and we are satisfied the
profession will go with us-that so long as a certi-
fied lunatic is unlder the charge of the manager of a
lunatic asylum, that manager is bound to be re-
sponsible for his patient. There is no escape from
this position. Law and common sense are outraged
by the opposite assertion.

Again, the Lancet, still making apology for Dr.



JUNE 1, 1861.] THE WEEK. [BRITISH MEDICAL JOURNAL.

Winslow, states that he strongly urged Mr. Steuart
not to go to the House of Commons ; that he even
suggested the possibility of an attack of paralysis or
epilepsy as the result of his going there. Well ! if
an attack of these kinds, why not an attack of that
other kind-that morbid desire (not an insane one,
says the Lancetd) of killing ? And if a murder
under such circumstances had resulted- if a
Premier had been struck down-where is the man,
except the writer in the Lancet, who would have the
courage to say to the world, " Oh ! this man is not
insane; he is responsible for his actions" ?
We will not accept the assertion " that Dr. Forbes

Winslow was exonerated from all blame in the
matter"; and if we say this, Dr. Winslow must re-
member that we are driven to it by the pleading in
his defence by the Lancet. No one, says the Lancet,
is to blame in the matter. The lunacy laws must
take all the blame, because " they forbid a physician
to receive into his asylum a patient afflicted with
nervous symptoms, even if quite distinct from in-
sanity, unless he be certified to be insane". But, in
this case, it is a fact, that Mr. Steuart was admitted
into Dr. Winslow's asylumformally, under the certi-
ficates of two physicians. This the Lancet tells us,
and yet has the courage to write the above lines,
and apply them to the case of Mr. Steuart
Quousque tandem ? Two physicians, if the Lancet
be true, have been found who have dared, out of
mere complaisance, to certify that a man who was
not insane was a proper subject for committal to a
lunatic asylum; and Dr. F. Winslow has had the
courage to receive this sane man into his asylum,
and to report him as an insane man to the Commis-
sioners of Lunacy-all out of mere complaisance !
Three physicians have been bold enough to face the
penalties of the law, to infringe the liberty of the
British subject, to write and act an untruth, out of
complaisance ! Yes, this iszwhat the Lancet would
palm upon a discerning British public !
The clearest acts of insanity, it is said, do not in-

dicate insanity. A lunatic-a resident, under formal
certificates of lunacy, in an asylum, is not under the
responsible control of the gentleman in whose asy-
lum he resides! Two physicians can be got for
their pay to certify that a-sane man is a lunatic,
and the owner of a lunatic asylum to take the sane
man into his asylum! Why this audacious perver-
sion of facts-this insult to morality and common
sense-has been unblushingly thrown into the eyes
of the public, it is for the Lancet to explain, and not
for us further to interpret. We simply enter our
protest to such statements as representing the
opinions of the profession to which we have the
honour to belong. We now leave the matter to the
consideration of the Commissioners of Lunacy, and
to those physicians who are told by the Lancet that
they committed a sane man to a lunatic asylum.

THE WEEK.
WE have to refer our readers to a case of death
following hard upon the taking of a Turkish Bath,
with the following particulars of which we have been
favoured by Mr. T. W. Winter of Bristol.

" The facts of the case referred to by me in the Western
Daily Press are these:

J. G., aged 32, was a somewha delicate man, but of
late years was in good health. Medical examination
discovered no organic disease; nothing in fact but the acute
disease of which he died. When he entered the bath,
he was as well as usual, with the exception of a slight
cold. He had returned a day or two previously from a
tour of pleasure in Cornwall, and was congratulated by
his friends on his good looks. I took a walk with him
in Clifton, a few days before he took the bath, and
thought he looked remarkably well; indeed, better than
usual. I do not know how lona he was in the bath, or
what was the temperature. His own impression was,
that the cold douche had acted very injuriously upon
him. On reaching home after the bath, he slept on the
sofa for a short time, and the sleep relieved the severe
headache which the bath had occasioned.
"On waking, he talked a little incoherently, he also

complained of pain in the chest and abdomen, but chiefly
in the epigastrium. On the evening of the same day
he was first seen, and at that time his breath was very
short, and there was acute pain on inspiration. From
that time (Friday night) he became steadily worse, until
Tuesday afternoon when he died. His symptoms when
first examined by me were these:-Breath very short;
acute pain in the epigastrium, occasionally extending
to different parts of the chest and abdomen. Pulse 120
-feeble and small. Tongue coated in middle. Skin
dry.

" On the following Sunday, the pulse was almost im-
perceptible at the wrist; the extremities were cold and
clammy. He had no sleep since the attack, and was in-
clined to be a little incoherent occasionally. Vesicular
murmur was heard all over the chest; rubbing sound
over the inferior lobe of the right lung posteriorly. The
heart-sounds were feeble, but otherwise normal. From
this time he rapidly sank until death.
Atpost mortem examination, forty-eight hours after

death, the body was spare and thin. Rigor mortis was
existent. The cavities of the chest and abdomen being
opened, the costal and pulmonary pleurm were found to
be adherent over very nearly the whole extent, with a
layer of plastic lymph (about a line in thickness) be.
tween them. This was of very recent deposit, being
soft and easily torn. A few ounces of fluid were found,
chiefly in the right pleura. The lungs were adherent to
the diaphragm by the same plastic exudation. The
pericardium, both cardiac and reflected, was covered
with a similar layer of lymph, but no adhesion had taken
place between them. The mitral valve was healthy;
the aortic was congested, but there was no deposit upon
either. The omentum and peritoneum covering small
intestines were very much congested-but no exudation.
The lungs were quite healthy. I have given you the
facts. I think it best to give them thus simply, leaving
it to others to found upon them what inferences they
may think proper."

This case illustrates strongly the position we
have all along assumed in reference to this Bath,
viz.: That, violent agent for good or for evil as it is,
its general use has been too recklessly and indiscrimi-
nately recommended to the public by members of
our profession. We are well aware that one swal-
low does not make a summer; and are not, there-
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